adequacy of particular roof support must be measured against what a
reasonably prudent person,   familiar with the mining industry and the
protective purpose of the standard,  would have provided in order to meet
the protection intended by the standard.      Canon Coal Co.,  9 FMSHRC 667,
668 (April 1987).    Cf.  0_zark-Hahoney Co.,  8 FMSHRC 190,  191-92  (February
1986); Great Western Electric Co., 5 FMSHRC 840,   841-42 (May 1983),  U.^.
Steel Corp.,  5 FMSHRC 3, 5 (January 1983); Alabama By-Products Corp.,
4 FMSHRC 2128,  2129 (December 1982).    Measured against this test,  we
conclude that substantial evidence supports the judge's conclusion that
the roof support in the area of the No.  7 seal was inadequate.   5/

In holding that Quinland violated section 75.200, the judge
credited the testimony of the inspector that the roof support in the No.

7   seal entry was inadequate to protect persons from roof falls.

8  FMSHRC at 1178.    The inspector's testimony regarding the conditions of
the roof was detailed and essentially uncontradicted.    The inspector
described the roof fall, the broken posts,  the damage to the No.   7  seal
caused by the weight of the roof,   and the cracks  in the roof.    The
inspector stated that the roof had "dropped down approximately an inch
...   [and]   ...  was leaning on what supports they had in there and the
seal."    Tr.  26,    The inspector believed that the weight on the roof
caused the posts to break.    Dust on some of the broken posts indicated
to the inspector that the posts had been broken for perhaps a month or
two and that the deterioration of the roof was progressive.

We have recognized that a "judge's credibility findings   ...   should
not be overturned lightly."    Robinette v.   United Castle Goal Co.,
3 FMSHRC 803,  813 (April 1981),    Accord,  Bjes v.   Consolidation Coal Co..
6 FMSHRC 1411,  1418 (June 1984),    Quinland's witnesses did not dispute
the condition of the roof as described by the inspector,     Indeed,   they
confirmed generally what the inspector had seen,     The mine foreman
stated that the area in which the seals were located    had "bad top"  in
places.    Tr.  124.    Quinland's preshift examiner acknowledged that some
broken posts had not been replaced.     Tr.   200.    Both agreed that some
posts had been broken for a month or more.

Thus,   in view of the inspector's detailed testimony describing the
conditions in the area of the No.  7 seal,  the mine foreman's
acknowledgement that the roof was bad generally and the pre-shift
examiner's acknowledgement that some broken posts had not been replaced,
we conclude that substantial evidence supports the judge's finding of a
violation of section 75.200.    Further,   given this  evidence establishing
that the violation of section 75,200 was visually obvious and had
existed for a protracted time, we find that substantial evidence also
supports the judge's conclusion that Quinland was negligent in allowing
the violation of section 75.200 to exist.

5/        Quinland s assertion thdt the Secretary is estopped from
a violation of section 75.200 because MSHA inspectors had found
previously that the roof in the area of the No.   7 seal was adequately
(June" 96 IV                    ^^-^^o^In,. ,   3 FMSHRC S     ?    421-22
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3 FMSHRC 296

1618 the effect     if
